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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-^20, 22-60, and 62-64 remain pending in the appijcation. Claims 21 and 61 are 
canceled without prejudice. Applicant respectMlyreqyests entry of the atnendment as merely 
canceling claims. A listing of cladms is pro^'ided above in order to facilitate the Examiner's 
review of Applicant's remarks and arguments presented in the instant response. 

The claims were rejected in the Finai OtTice Action dated .lune 10, 2009 as allegedly 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Application Pubiication No. 2003/0008669 to Steiri, et al (hereinafter 
Stein). Appii<»nt respectfully traverses the rejection. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of all pending claiins. 
Discussioii of Rejections Under 3 5 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1-20, 22-60, and 62-64 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as allegedly 
anticipated by Stein. Applicant respectfcily travei-ses the rejection and requests reconsideration 
and allowance of all pending claims. 

In order for a claim to be anticipated, a single prior mt reference must describe, either 
expressly or inberently, each and every element as set forth in the claim. Applicant contends that 
Stein does not describe every feature as set forth in the claims. 

Stein desmbes detei-mining tlie location of a mobile terminal in a system when uiider the 
coverage of a repeater. See, Stein, Abstract^ paragraph [0019], and paragraph [0020]. As noted 
in Stein^, a repeater May introduce additional signal delays into the repeated signal, and tlie 
presence of the additional signal delays may make um-eliable any mobile station position 
detennined fi oni the delayed signal in the absence of knowledge that the signal is a repeated 
signal. See, id,, at paragraph [001 5]> 

Stein describes a method md apparahis of identifying a signal that is sent by a repeater. 
See, id., at paragraph [0021 ]. Stein descrihes each repeater sending an identification code that is 
unique to the repeater. Id. The identificatioh code may " comprise pseudo-noise (PN) sequences 
at defined offsets that are specifically reserved for repeater identification." Id. As described in 
Stein, "The identification code can tlien be used by a tenninal (or a PDE) to unambiguously 
identify the repeater.'' M. 
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Stein describes, in m\ embodiment, using a specific PN offset of a pilot signal as the 
identification code. See, Stein, at paragraphs [0046] and [005i]-[a0543. 

Ciaim 1 recites a niethod for calculating an: estimate of a mobile station. The method 
include-s "collecting in a mobile station, position estimate iaformation (PEI) transmitted by a 
location node in one or more messages carried on at least ona of a common channel or a 
dedicated channel , and wherein the PEl m tlie one or more messages includes a location node 
identification and longitude and latitude infoimation of the location node." Stein does not 
describe at least this cla:iriied feature^ and thus^ does not anticipate claim 1. 

As set forth iii tiie claims the PEI message "includes a location node ideititxScation and 
longitude and latitude information of the location node." Althoiigh Stein describes a unique PN 
offset as identifying a repeater. Stein does not describe any manner of transmitting a message 
thatincludes the longitude and latitude of a location node. Instead, Stein describes a position 
estimate of the repeater as being accessed from a table based on tlie identification code. See,. 
Stein, at paragraph [0042j. Stein describes the table as being stored in the PDE, maihtained at 
tiie terminal, or maintained at an entity sueh as a base station, or BSC. M. 

Stein does not describe location information of the location node ever being transmitted 
to file mobile statioh. Indeed, hiclusion of such information is not possible in the embodiment of 
Stein where the identificatiofl code is provided as a PN offset of the pilot signal. This is because 
the pilot signal carries no data and is modulated with a known sequence (typically all zeros). 
See, Stein, at pai'agi-aph [0046]. Thus, the einbodiment of Stein that uses the PN offset of the 
pilot signal as the identification code is incapable of being modified to cari^ the longitiide and 
latitude infomiation of a location node. 

The Oflee Action states "Stein Caches GPS infomiation ^bout position infomiation 
givea'teedved to mobile device, hence, including latitude and longitude as OPS information 
include among other things latitudes and longitudes and is analogous and notoriously well 
known in the art." ()f/ice Action, at page 3. 

Although Stein describes the use of GPS in determining a location of amobileterminai. 
Stein does not describe a mobile device receiving latitude and longitude information of a GPS 
sotellite. Indeed, the satellites in the C3PS system do not transmit their longitudes and latitudes. 
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If the Qffjce Action argues that the OPS satellite is a location node, then the rejection for 
asntiCipation cannot be maintained, because a GPS satelHte does not transmit its longitude and 
latitude. 

Claim 1 includes tije feature of the mobile station recei\ing the longitude and latitude of 
tlie location node. Stein does not describe any location node transmitting its longitude and 
latitude. Indeed, Stein does not even use either of the terms "longitude" and "latitude" 
throughout the reference. 

The Office Action states that ''induding latitude and longitude as GPS information 
include amoiig other things latitudes and iGiigitudes and is analogous and notoriousiy well 
known in the art." Office Action, at page 3 . However, as discussed above, the satellites iii the 
OPS system do not transmit their latitude and longitude information. Moreover, Stetn does not 
describe any location node as transmitting its latitude and longitude in a PEI information 
message. Notably, the claim features the mobile station receiving the latitude and iongilude of 
the hcation mde, and not the latitude and longitude of the mobile station for which the location 
is to be determined, which may be received by the mtsbile station, for example, fix)m a PI3E. 

Apfplicant respecttully requests the Examiner provide a citation to a reference that 
describes transmitting latitude and longitude of a location node in a FEI message that is received 
by a mobile station if the Examiner is taking official notice that this claimed feature is known in 
the prior art. Applicant contends that it is not notoriously well known for a location node to 
tmnsmit its latitude and longitude to a mobile station. Applicant describes the latitude and 
loi^tudeinformation as helpfid, for example, in situations where an identity of a location node 
is aiiibiguous. See, AppHcam's Specificattoft, at paragraph [0031]. Applicant contends that such 
infximiation is not typically maintained in a location node and is not typically transmitted by a 
location node to a mpbile station. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allovyance 
of claim 1, beeause Stein does not descTibe every claimed feature as set forth in the claim. 
Additionally, the claimed feature relating to latitude and longitude of the location, node not 
described in Stein is not notoriously well known in the art as alleged by the Examiner. 

Stein doe.s not describe a mobile station receiving latitude mid longitude of a location 
node in any PEi message. Stein does not use tiie terms "latitude" or "longitude" througliout the 
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refereTice. Furthennore, a raobile station reeei ving latitude and longitude of a location jsode is 
not notoriously well known in the art, and Applicant requests the Exan^^ne^ provide a citation to 
a reference that supports the Btaminer's eontention if the Examiner is taking official notice of 
this claimed feature. 

Applicant believes claim I is allowable and not anticipate by Stein, and requests 
reconsideration and allowance of the claim. 

Claims 42 aiid 62 include features that are substantially flie same as those discussed 
above in relation to claim i . Claims 42 and 62 are believed to be allowable at least for the same 
reasons m presented above in relation to claim 1. Applicant respectfully requeste reeonsideration 
and aliowance of claims 42 and 62. 

Claim 27 includes the feature of "receiving in a position determination entity, the PEI 
parameters which have been sent by the mobile station, trie PEI parameters including infonnation 
from which the iocation node can be located or identified and wherein the PEI parameters 
contain some or ail of the PEI received from the location node and additional infoniiation which 
casi be identified by the mpbile station based on longiiude and latitude infommtion included in 
the PEL" 

Stein fails to desGribe a mobile station getieraling PEI parameters that includes 
information that is based on latitude and hngilude information included in the PEI, or 
communicating this information to a PDE. As discussed above in relation to claim K Stein does 
not describe a mobile station receiving PEI that includes latitude and longitude of a location node 
in PEL Thus, Stein fails to anticipate claim 27. 

Claim 63 includes a feature that is substantially the same as the one discussed above in 
relation to claim 27. Glaim 63 is believed to be allowable at least for the reasons presented 
above in relation to claim 27. Applicant respeetfuily requests recamideration and allowance of 
claims 27 and 63. 

Chira fci4 jcv, tt,s a -^wti-m foi l i! x n« a poMn,>n tun ot a mobile stanon CUivs 
M i lu kL^ Hi >Mai a[b It tcatuics dis,cussv.d . bu\^ m ili to J urn 1 rd <, \n 2 C Ui \i 
o + IS K h^\^- to be d ou ah.c at least lor the re^isonij picscrtcd abo\L ni out or both ot c'anns 1 
ma 21. Appsicani respectftiUv requests reconsideration and allowance ot claim 64. 
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Dis cussiou of Dependent Ckmi s 

Claims 2-20, 22-26, 28-41, and 43-dO depend, either directly or indirectly, from one of 
UKiependent claims 1, 27, or 42. The dependent claims aie believed to be allowable based at 
least in part on their depeadence from an allowable base claim Fach of the dependent claims 
nuivbasc indiViiiua! bases fot patcnub^h;^ bosomi ;'v>;>c discussed aiuivc ii) sdatH^n to fne 
mdcpcnrcnt c aims. It is lioi nt-oet-saj \ to discuss tlic patenUbie distniclion:> of each dependent 
clfum because (>( tht fjknvabikty of the ba->c chunks from whicla they dq)end. Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of claims 2-20, 22-26, 28-41, and 43-60. 
Discitssion of Stein as a Prior Ait Ref^ence 

Applicant previously submitted a stat^ent disqualifying Stein as a prior art reference 
undci- 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(c). Applicant wishes to clarify that the removal of Stein as a prior art 
reference undei 3.5 V S C ^{03(c) tcfois to ihc it;!no\al ofT S Patent No 7J iy,5S0 to Stem 
T.'^sumg on \o\cnibor l\, ?006 fiom I. S, Patail Xpph^ahor No [0'132.908 Applicant's 
statement (5l\oinmon ouncrslap docs not si-rvc io re)no\e U S. Patent .\ppbcatio)-i Pablica'aon 
No. 2003/0008669, pubhsheii January 9, 2003, from U.S. Patent Application No, 10 '1 32,908, as 
a prior art reference under 35 U.S.C. § 103(c), 

Applicant wishes to clari fy any ambiguity in the prior submitted statement of common 
ownership, because both U.S. Patent No. 7,139,580 to Stein as well as U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2003/0008669 to Stein stem from the same application. 

CQNCLUSIOM 

Applieaiit believes that all claims pending in the application are allowable. 
Applicant believes tliat the instant response is filed within the period tor feifsponse 
provided in the Final Office Action of June 10. 2009. 

I! *hcrc ,oie any other ices due ni connection wit'i the nhng td" the icspunso, ploa?c c]iarr\o 
the fees lo oui Ooposu Account No. 17-0026. Ifa fee is required for an exiension of tunc nndcr 
^7 (TR ] 1 3(> is<u acv-ouiited for above, such an extension is requested and the fee should also be 
charged to our Deposit Account. 
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Applicant therefore respectMiy requests that a timeiy Notice of Allowance be issued ia 
this case. If the Bxmmer believes a tel ephone conference would expedite prosecution of this 
application, please telephone the undersigned. 



QUALCOMM hicorporated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, California 92121-2779 
Telephone: (858) 65 1 -8546 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 

61263027 V] 



Respect ful I y s ubmitted. 



Dated: 



August 10, 2009 




"Andrea L. Mays 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 43,721 
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